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1 Introduction

chair summary:

CB: # 83_DL_RRCsegmentation

- clarify scenario if needed; majority seems to favor OAM approach + no signaling needed for this

- clarify scenario (if at all) with an inhomogeneous configuration in RAN

- cause value needed?

- per-UE vs. per-node capability?

- need to clarify in scope of CU-DU split?

- reply LS needed? If OAM solution is enough, reply LS not needed

(E/// - moderator)
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2 For the Chairman’s Notes
First Question, on “RRC segmentation support” indication from source/MN node, one company disagrees, nevertheless it is proposed to agree on the following

It is confirmed that source/MN will not send an indication to the target/SN node whether it supports RRC segmentation.
Second Question, on introducing a new cause value “Segmentation of RRC message not supported” from source node at HO cancel, one company finds it useful, one is “open to discuss”, others don’t see the need. The following is proposed:
No new cause value is necessary for that case.

Third Question, on reply LS, clear majority doesn’t see a need for that, so 
No reply LS is sent to RAN2.

3 Discussion [if needed]
3.1 No RRC segmentation support indication from source/MN confirmed
The moderator sensed a majority view of assuming an OAM solution which allows involved nodes to be aware of the peer nodes’ capability for RRC segmentation. This view would also cover non-homogenous deployment of the feature within NG-RAN nodes. This is related to documents [15] ff.
The moderator proposes to confirm this view.

It is confirmed that source/MN will not send an indication to the target/SN node whether it supports RRC segmentation.
Please provide your view below

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	agree

	Huawei
	agree

	NEC
	Agree. 

As mentioned in (R3-210245):

The node capability information to support DL RRC segmentation can be provided to the desired node (e.g. target node/SN) by using OAM configuration.

	ZTE
	agree

	Samsung 
	Disagree. 

We are still wondering whether OAM can resolve the problem:

· In case of NR-DC, the whole RRC message is generated by three entities, i.e., MN-CU, SN-CU and SN-DU. How does OAM figure out the size of containers generated by each entity?
· Even we go for OAM solution, we are wondering how does SN-DU/target-DU know the capability of MN-CU/source-CU since SN-DU/target-DU does not know who is the MN/source?

	Nokia
	Agree
OAM does not need to micro-manage each of the nodes, but rather the operator would make sure the information on the capability is configured and, if needed, the max size of the RRC message (common for all nodes).


3.2 Cause Value on “Segmentation of RRC message not supported”
Documents [9] ff suggest introducing a cause value “Segmentation of RRC message not supported” which should be provided by the source node in HO cancel.
Please provide your view on that approach.
	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	We would not like to see a node that does not support a feature would need to introduce a cause value related to that feature.

	Huawei
	As the proponent company, our thinking is that of course, OAM should take care of the node capability. 

But under the specific abnormal conditions, from the functionality perspective and considering that the inter-node RRC messages are old/existing IEs with criticality set as “ignore”, the receiving node should notify its peer node if it does not support the RRC segmentation function. So the key issue here is due to the “ignore” criticality, the receiving node can not trigger any e.g., error indication message. 

	NEC
	No need for a cause value.

	ZTE
	No need. Agree with Ericsson

	Samsung 
	We are open for new cause value.

	Nokia
	Not needed. 

We don’t add causes for “feature not supported”.


3.3 Reply LS to RAN2
Some companies provided reply LSs to RAN2. We discussed during the meeting, that this might not be needed if there is no intent to ask RAN2 revising their decision (which wasn’t proposed by anyone). The moderator understands, that we agree to not send any Reply LS to RAN2 and suggest the following agreement:

It is agreed to not send a reply LS to RAN2 on RRC segmentation.

Please provide your view below:
	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Agree, no reply LS is needed.

	Huawei
	Agree. 

	NEC
	Agree. 
RAN2 did not ask for a response from RAN3.
To RAN3:

ACTION:
RAN2 asks RAN3 to consider the above and, if needed, specify RAN3 signalling for the above.

	ZTE
	Agree

	Samsung 
	We may need an LS to RAN2, although no feedback is requested. 

Since the RRC message generation is in RAN2 scope, we need clarify that in case of CU-DU split case, the RRC message size is shared by multiple entities. RAN2 needs to re-consider this issue.  

	Nokia
	LS would be beneficial.

Actually, since we were asked to enable something and we concluded it is not needed, the LS will be needed to communicate this conclusion. 
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